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Further savings could be achieved by 0lP's insisting that archi-

tects design homes that do not exceed prototype size guidelines.

In this case the full $2,720 extra cost of excessive floor areas

in the Indian Housing Program could be saved if strict floor area

I imitations were adopted.

0lP has already achieved additional, albeit lesser cost savings

through careful reassessment of other cost factors. The average

cost of alternative heating systems, fireplaces, and wood-burning

stoves was $533 per unit. only 16 of the 35 sanp'le projects were

located in areas with c'limatic conditions which would clearly

warrant inc'lusion of alternative systems. 0[P is now elimindting

such systems from some of the more expensive projects in areas

with mild clinates. olP is also acting to reduce the average

cost of these systems. Sone fireptaces cost $1,300 each, while

others cost on'ly $268 each. 0IP is now ensuring that only

nodestly priced units are installed. It is also encouraging

installat'ion of wood-burning stoves rather than fireplaces, since

such stoves usually are both less expensive and nore energy

effici ent than firepl aces.
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other amenities.are also being re-evaluated. tt is highly

questionab'le for 0lP to provide single-fami'ly detached homes,

which are rapidly beconing luxury items that are unaffordable

to the average taxpayer, while also pernitt'ing many additiona'l

amenities. For instance, oIP paid over $59,000 per unit for six

sample projects on the avajo Reservation. The costs were so

high partial'ly because the units were all single-fanily detached

and because site improvement expenses were $11,000 to $12,000 per

unit, The costs were also so high due to such amenities as

masonry veneer walls, outdoor barbecues ($520 each), covered

patios, landscaping, basketball courts, clothesline poles, and

garbage can holders. 0IP also provided such other benefits, per

HUD Regulat'ions, as homeownership counseling ($500 per unit),

three- year prepaid homeowners jnsurance premiums, fireplaces,

and carports. Now otP is only permitting those benefits required

by the Regu'lations.

4. Additional cost savinqs of as much as $5,400 are possible in

areas which are not un'ique to the Indian Housing Program.

The first three conc'lusions concern cost differences between

Region I)('s Indian Housing and Section 8 prograns. In dddition

to reducing these cost differences, it appears that other cost

savings cou'ld be achieved in areas that are not unique to the

Indian Housing Program. Trro exanples are project delays and

carports.
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Finding 14 discussed how projects in the lndian Housjng sanple

were delayed an average of 16 months, allowing inflation to add

an average of over $6,000 onto the cost of each unit in the

sample. It also discussed how olP has been ab'le to reduce the

average project delay to 7 months, thereby reducing the infla-

tionary cost to about $2,800 per unit. This amount, or at 'least

a portion of it, could be saved if proiect de'lays were e'lininated

entire'ly or further reduced in future projects,

Finding 9 included a discussion of the costs of carports and

garages, At one time HtD policy prohibited carports and garages

in the Low-Rent Public Housing Program. The costs of these itens

were not used in the comparative analyses above because they are

novJ generally included in both Section 8 and Indian Housing

proJects. However, if HUD's ear'lier policy were reinstituted,

lJith exceptions perhaps for projects in areas with extreme

ciimatic conditions, much of their $2,600 per unit averdge cost

could be saved-
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D

5. [1any factors which PP&E and olP thouqht would add siqnificantly

to the costs of lndian Housinq projects did not increase project

costs as expected.

Pnior to co'llecting data for this study, oIP and PP&E hypothe-

sized a nunber of cost-creating factors which turned out to add

no significant or measurable costs to the bas'ic costs of the

Indian Housing Progran. These factors were wage rate determina-

tions, disecononies of scale, severe climatic conditions, and

Indi an preference requirenents.

Theoretically, it was expected that Davis-Bacon wage rate

requireflents viould increase the costs of Indian Housing projects

greatly over what private developers pay for similar units in

the same area. No djrect comparisons were possible within the

scope of this study. Analysis of just Indian Housing projects,

however, showed a correlation between wage rates and project

costs only among the midd'le and least expensive projects. The

most expensive projects did not have the highest wage rates,

indicating that wage rates are not as sjgnificant an influence on

project costs as expected.
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Expected diseconomies of scale resulting from the small size of

most Indian Housing projects also were not demonstrated by the

data. Rather, it appeared that large projects cost more than

small projects on a per unit basis.

Project analysis did indjcate that there were a dispropor-

tionate number of Indian Housing projects located in severe

weather areas, as initially expected. Yet there r.,ias very little
documented evidence of extra expense be'ing caused by weather

conditions, but possibly only because the winter of 1976-77 was

unusual'ly mild.

Finally, Indian preference bidding requirements did not add

significant'ly to project costs despite clear price advantages

granted to lnd'ian contractors by HUD regulations. Rather than

exploiting their 10I price advantage, most Indian contractors

appeared to have b'id very conservative'ly.

6. olP has no procedures for ensurinq that all Indian Housinq

Authorities are treated equa'lly.

one of the most striking revelations of this study was that

there are no standards of equity in the Indian Housing Progran.

Prototype cost limits were intended to provide such standards,

a
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but have been ineffective in doing so. As a result, the varia-

tions among projects are great. The per unit variance between

the Total Developnent Costs of the least expensive fanily

project*, $37,704, and the most expensive, $65,212, is $25,508,

or 641. The variance jn prototype costs of a three-bedroom

detached un'it between the two areas was only $800, or 3r.

Much of the cost variance among Indian Housing projects resulted

from differences in unit sizes, in site improvements, and in

other developnent costs not control'led by prototype cost limits.

l,/hether such variations in project development costs are justi-

fied or not can be argued on a case by case basis. It is not

so easy to justify the great variations in the quality of unit

designs which are observed by the evaluation team. Prototype

cost limitations, if functioning properly, should have

constrained all projects to approximately the same level of

design quality without restricting designs to a uniform style.

PP&E found instead that both style and quality varied greatly.

lJhereas, some reservations accepted simply designed units that

could be built for'less than 1001 of prototype costs, others

ins'isted on much more elaborate designs which were questionab'ly

kept under the 110* prototype cost linit.

rExc1ud i nglhe eTder'ly duplex units
$32,741 each.

at Gila River which cost only
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l4any quantitative differences were also noted. The Navajo units

in Arizona had two baths in their three-bedroom hones and cost

about $37,000 each for dvJelling construction alone. The All

Indian Pueblo's units in Netll l.lexico had only one bath in their

three-bedroon homes and cost about $28,000 each. The three-

bedroon hones on the Laguna Reservation had over 1500 square feet

of floor space, and the Papago units had 1370 square feet. The

three-bedroom units on the Te Mirak Uestern Shoshone Reservation

had only 1100 square feet.

Many other variations are discussed in Section v of this report

and need not be repeated here. The point is that variations in

the costs of construction were found to account for only part of

the high cost variances among units in the lndian Housing Progran

sanple. Qualitative and quantitative differences accounted for

much of the cost variance. PP&E believes that these differences

have been excessive and constitute a potentia'l embarrassment

for the Departrnent. olP has already begun to efiminate many

unjustifiable differences among Indian Housing projects and

should be fully supported by the Department in this effort.
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7, The prototype cost system is ineffectual.

It }ias not the purpose of this study to evaluate the effective-

ness of HUDrs prototype systen in controlling costs, but the data

collected for this report make the conclusion inescapable that

the system is jnefficient and ineffective.

ln the first place the prototype systern is inefficient. lt is

based on the hypothetical costs of building modest prototype

units of various construction types, i.e., detached, row,

vJa'lk-up, and elevator. once the different unit types are

designed, the cost of building the prototype must be researched

and established for each prototype area. There were 94 prototype

areas in 1977 in the four states served by Region IX's olP. Each

area has four construction types. Each construction type has

seven bedroom sizes, except the elevator category which usually

has only three, and each construction type may have hundreds of

cost conponents. lt would take dozens of HUD staff-years to

maintain all this data accurately, which is clear'ly infeasible.

So short-cuts have to be employed. Short-cuts lead to errors,

such as the figures for some California prototype areas showing

ralk-up apartnents costing nore to build than single-family

houses. Errors have to be corrected when they inpact on project

feasibi'lity. Correcting errors consumes more staff tine and

creates delays'in projects. Delays cost money dub to inflation.
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The prototype sys tem is al so ineffective It " control s" only

dwelling construction and equipment (DC&E) costs and provides no

guidance concerning other costs. In the most expensive sanple

project, Fort l,lohave, DC&E costs were on'ly 511 of total project

costs. olP had no guidelines for evaluating the propriety of the

other 491 of that project's costs. In that case, moreover! cost

considerations were 'lessened somewhat by the pressure 0IP felt to

approve the project in order to try to nake its operating Plan

goals for Fl '77. ln 1978 the Department tried to correct the

problem of no ljmits on costs other than those for dwelling

construction and equipment by establishing maximum a'llowable

project costs calculated as a proportion of prototype costs. As

explained in Find'ing 16, however, this new system if implemented

in 1977, would have reduced the costs of eight sample projects,

but would have potentially increased the costs of the overall

sample by $2,500 per unit.

The prototype costs system clearly does not even successfully

control the DC&E portion of total project costs that it is

primarily intended to control. Finding 13 contained evidence

that the system is so cooplex that it is subject to error and

perhaps even manipu'lat'ion. This observation is also supported

by data indicating y./ide variations in unit sizes and level of

amenities, If prototype costs were in fact being accurately
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calculated for each prototype area, it js highly unljkely that

the design of the units at Laguna could have been approved or

that the nodest design and price of the units at All Mission

could have been equivalent to 109.8i of that area's prototype

costs.

A further effort to contain costs has been initiated this year

with the establishment of "benchmark" costs for each type of

development and by HI.JD field office jurisdictions. "Benchmark"

costs cover tota'l project development costs, unlike prototype

costs, provide each office with flexibi'lity in considering each

project, yet still linit total average costs. The "benchmark"

cost. idea should probably be further refined so that the

Department can eliminate prototype costs entirely.

B. R EC OI,II.IEI{ DAT I ON S

The following recomendations are offered as poterrtjai means of

minimizing the extra costs of Indian Housing. Since most of the

recormendations involve changes in priorities, and in some cases

reductions in benefits, PP&E does not expect that every recofimenda-

tion will be accepted. However, PP&E strongly urges that oIP and the

Regional Administrator carefully consider each of the recomendations
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1

below and implement, seek Central 0ffice approval to implement, or

support impleoentation by others, as appropriate, of as nany of

these recormendations as possible. In this period of governmental

retrenchment '.re must do everything possible to provide adequate

she'lter for those in need at the lowest possible expense to the

taxpayer.

To minimize inflationary costs due to proiect delays it is

recomended that:

a. The Director, office of lndian Proqrafls. orovide additional

funds for initial ro ect I anni n

Finding 14 discussed the general problsn of proiect delays

and the attendant cost increases of such delays. one area

where delays can be reduced is in the initial proiect

planning process, one way to do so wou'ld be to establish a

general policy of proceeding imediately to executing Annual

contributions Contracts fo'llowing approval of Program

Reservations. This po'licy would make all funds needed for

project p'lanning ava'ilable to IHA's so they could coflplete

their p'lanning earlier than is now possible. lnitial ACC's

could provide funding at 1751 of project prototype costs.
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Detajled cost estimates would on'ly be prepared after execu-

tion of the ACC and in conjunction v./ith detailed project

planning. At contract award ACC's should be amended to

recapture any funds not actually needed, if any, but should

not be anended to increase project costs except under extreme

ci rcumstances.

Alternatively, the Director should request authority to

prov'ide IHArs with larger prel'iminary loans than the $1,500

per unit flaxinum now authorized. This would also have the

effect of enabling more complete project planning to proceed

early in the development process.

b. The Director. olP. act to reduce delays durinq Droject

deve I opflent.

In addit'ion to providing adequate resources for project

planning, 0IP should ensure that IHA's adninister their

planning activities in an efficient manner. To do so an

expiration date should be included in each ACC appropriate

to the scale and diffiGulty of the project being undertaken.

Any project not achieving a construction start by the

expiration date yould then automatically terminate. If
circumstances justify it, however, one short grace period

should be allowed during which the IHA night attempt to

achieve constructi on start-
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A less formalized but still potent'ially effective approach

would be to adopt a much less lenient attitude towards

allo}/ing IHA's to change project plans when such changes have

the effect of delaying project development and a much tougher

attitude towards cancelling old projects which are not

progress i ng.

To ensure greater equity among progran participants and to

eliminate excessive benefits for the few, it is reconmended

thatr

a. The Director,0lP, establish architectural desiqn

guidelines based on the prototype house concept.

0IP should establish design gujdelines which strictly

limit total floor area in each bedroom size category;

ljmit three-bedroom units to a single bathroom; eliminate

unnecessary breaks in exterior walls; limit maximum

roof pitch; mininize roof'line variatjons; prohibit

extraordinarily expensive siding, roofing, and other

rnaterials; prohibit extraordinarily expensive equipment,

including alternative heating systems; set maxinurn patio

and wa'lkway areas; control carports, garages, and set

such other architectural features as the Director

2
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determines desirable. To the extent feasible such

guidelines should be based on performance standards

rather than on detailed specifications in order to allow

leeway for design creativity and originality, local

self-determination and special unforeseen needs.

b. The Director. oIP. establish simi I ar site desiqn

idel ines for subdivisions.

0IP should a'lso deve'lop site design guidelines that limit

lot sizes and street frontages; road viidths; installation

of curbs, gutters, and sidewalks; landscaping; storm

drains; grading; and other site development features as

the Director determines desirable.

ln order to encourage less expensive types of developnent, it
is recomrended that:

a. The 0irector. 0l P. i ncorporate incentives in the

architectural desiqn quidelines which will discouraqe

development of single-fami'ly detached houses and

encourage development of duplexes, row houses, and

walk-up apartnents.

3



- 118-

0lP should base its design guidelines on the premise

that a single-family detached home is of itself a

I!My. Consequently, amenities and even highly desir-

able features such as fireplaces and carports should not

be permitted in detached houses. An exception should be

nade for wood-burning stoves and carports only in areas

of severe weather conditions. Converse'ly, IHA's willing

to accept other less expensive types of construction

should benefit from sone of the resulting savings through

al l owance of additional amenities.

b. The Director, 0lP, incorporate similar incentives in its

si te desiqn quidel ines.

0IP should also include provisions in the site design

guidelines to discourage obsolete conventiona'l

subdivision desiqns by nore strictly limiting site

improvenents in such developnents than in planned unit

developments. For example, paved driveways, sidewalks,

curbs and gutters, underground utilities, p'laygrounds,

neighborhood parks, landscaping, barbecues, clothesline

poles, and garbage can holders should al'l be restricted

in conventional subdivisions, but permitted within limits

in pl anned un'it developments.
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c. The Director, 0lP, encourage deve'lopment of more units

for the e'lderly and small fami'lies in appropriate

ci rcumstances.

Although the greatest housing demand on lndian

reservations can be expected to continue from large

famil'jes, other needs should not be ignored. Thus,

whenever possible, oIP should exploit opportunities to

build units for the elderly and for snall famii'ies, and

sinultaneously reduce average per unit costs.

d. The Director, 0lP, discouraqe projects larqer than 100

units due to their diseconomies of scale in rural areas.

In order to take advantage of other potential cost savings

identified in this report, it is recomended that:

a. The Director, 0lP, limit total permissible development

costs to 1751 of project prototype costs rather than the

present 'limit of 180*. *

4

*0lP has already imp'lenented this recomendation.
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OIPb. The Director and the Re i onal Adnini strator recom-

mend to the Secretary that Mutual-Help contributions be

treated as donations.

l4utual-He'lp contributions should not be included in

oevelopment Cost Budgets. Rather they should be treated

as donatjons to the project and deducted from the Budget

like other donations, In replacement, the Department

should seek annual appropriations, similar to its

requests for operating subsidies, and fund those items

now funded from escrovied contributions on an as-needed

basis.

In order to better control al'l deve'lopment costs in the

Indian Housing program, it is recoflnended that:

a. The Reqional Administrator recornend to the Secretary

that DrototyDe cost limits be abo'li shed and replaced with

a more co{nprehensive control system.

Since the prototype cost system is so difficult to
administer proper'ly and is also ineffective in

controlling the cost of lndian Housing projects, it
should be abolished. It should be replaced by a simpler,

5
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corrDrehensive cost control systen, perhaps a refinement

of the recently introduced benchmark cost systen.

I,lhatever system is developed, it must app'ly to all

development costs, not just dwelling construction, if it
is to be effective, It nust also be real istic. I,lhatever

cost limits are estab'lished must be high enough to

accofimodate reasonab]y designed, good quality projects,

exclud'ing only extravagant or wastefully designed ones

and ones with such difficult development prob'lems that

their total costs are excessive. Further, those liflits
must be adjusted frequently to reflect current inflation

rates or eyen rcdest projects mEy be delayed, and their

cost consequently increased. Thus, any nelJ cost control

system shou'ld include [Enthly or, at the least, quarterly

adjustnent, based on an appropriate index such as the

oepartment of Cdnnercers Building Cost lndex.

b. Pending replacement of the prototype system, the Reqional

Administrator should continue to review all Droiects that

require a waiver of prototype cost limitations; the

Reqional Administrator's revier./ should be quided by a

checklist provided by the Director of oIP



As long as the Regional Administrator is responsible for

granting certain }Jaivers to prototype cost limits, she

should continue to rev'iew each project requiring a }/aiver

and certify that the project is not overdesigned, that

cost reductions are not feasible, and that project cost

estimates appear to be accurately allocated between

prototype and non-prototype cost categories. The office

of lndian Programs should complete a standard checkl'ist

of information for each housing project requiring a

waiver, The checklist should inc'lude whatever data the

Regjonal Administrator flight need to independently and

objectively eva'luate the necessity of each waiver request.

-122-
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As a result of these actions the high cost of lndjan Housing can be

significantly reduced, 0f course, many of these proposed actjons

are in conflict with a nuflber of cultural preferences of Indian

cljents, nany of hfiich have been referred to throughout the report.

oecisions concerning the trade-off between reduced costs and cu'ltura'l

preferences, and djstinguishing between cultura'l preferences and

necessitiesr will be difficult and are prdper'ly the respons'ibility of

the Regional Adninistrator and the Director,0lP. Such considerations

are therefore not addressed in this evaluation which focused solely

on cost reduction and containment. However, as housing costs con-

tinue to rise rapidly, it is likely that cost containment will become

increasingly important, Deliberations on holt best to contain costs

wi'|l be a primary issue for HUD flanagers if the Department is to
retain the continued capacity to assist in providing shelter to a'll

those in need -- Indian and non-Indian alike.
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Iore dlfflcult due to lacl of narlers

Can lend to prolect dolrys for redesign
and/or aiEn(hents.



I

IHPACI OI1

SonE reservations onl,.

Up to t500 per 
'./nit.First three years included ln develop-

solne IHA'S *lthhold 2t of bl,i anEunt
to guarantee correctlon of construction

tI,500 per untt credjt.ll*ed for
l,lulual Help proJects.

Infrequently used, but !r.y .ost oore

lllnloize use of c€ntrrl air condltlon-
lns.

c05T FAC10R5

0. Cost Savinqs factors

l- tdnd donatlons

2. Relocntlon

3. 0lA services

Property purchases

4. Apprenticeshlp prograos

5. Iack of l.ndscaDlns

6. Ajr condl tioning

7. lio local govemnent revlen

6. L* 0avis-Bacon rages

urell ln9 construction l{on-&elllng construction

Dlclllng constructlon

oyelllng construction

Appraisals

lion-drell in9 construction

cotttEriTs
NOI{,PROTOIYPT COSISPROIOTYPL 

'05I5
Higher rates usually charged ont . col lateral tffects of Ht Bondinq pr6niums

Interest

HUD fees

I. Speci.) Pmvisions ln lndlan Houslno Partlcjpant t.alnln9
Insuranc€ pr6nl uns

N. Contract Settlement Drell ing constructlon lion-drell in9 constructlon



Appendix I
oaTA 8A5t DtsCnlPTtori

c05r fAcToR

Construct€d facto.s

0.lly A&'inlstr.tlve Cost

D.ily Interest Cost

Dally lnflatioi R.te

Square foot Constructlon Cost

cosr l,nasuREtRtqutNIY llDlcAI0n OATA SOUNCT

(l) odte of Preliminary Loan
c itrE.t to -

colple!lon (or)
Date of Construction Start
olus tenqth of Constructlon
Contr.ct dlvlded into -(3) Total Atulnlstratlve Costs

Date of PtC to
D.t. of F!ll Av.llablllty

(3) Totll Int€rest costs

Percent lncr€ase per day

oClE Costs per Squ.re Foot

I)ATA SOJRCT

F0Rt{s

F0RfiS

DcveloFEot Cost Bldget - l4l0

FORT6

toxr6

lhveloF.nt Cost Budgel - 1420

oIP Cost Analyst

IhvelopIl.nt Progru

+



c05r fAclofl

A. 00a li ty Standards

2. Vinyl asbestos tl l€

3. Setter lavatory and vanity

5. l,iininm closer t{i dths

7. Addll.lonal lnsul.tior

8. Fiberglass sealer

9. 5toees and rireplaces

10. Larser refrigerator

ll, Heavy duty drap€ry

12. Replacemnt of v.lves

13. IaLer haDnEr arrestors

a

DAIA 8A5t OTSCRIPIIOi

o TA sounct

Cost An!lyst

13 of thein
$7s

OAIA 5OUNCIfnrQUfllcY IlDlcar0R cosl IrASuEt

WS . .020'
ls0

fiPS = 1y'6r
1322

l?S = Iall nEunted, no v.n1ty,
ehmled ste.l
lt20

lfs = EnaEled s Leel
Jl3

lfs = tnan€led s teel
133

Plus 2 ll[er1 teet
t63

1246

lr 4l

$500

ls0

All proJects ,75

t50



hill Bilr fl sce ,I tui

MrA SO]lCtcosT tLToa

)5. 0€slqn for .rp.nslon

B. Cultural Pr€fercnc.s

l. Sinqle fahl ly det.ched

llll vrnct

oIP Cost An.lyst

oIP Cost An.lyst

0IP Cost l.alyst

0lP Cost Anllyst

Dllference in IHA lveraqe
inspectlon costs. 1

fxtot tlraY t otcAron tosl f,lsutt

lm

t 114

oevelopnent Progr
DeveloEnent Prcqran

Avc.age cost dlffcrence
betEe. Prototype co5ts of
aoomDriate s lze 5 i neleFiilili oetacned D.U.'s lnd
sane ilzed Ror 0.U,!s.

Total flo. of D.U,'sl F0Rlrs

tio. of D.U.'s Yith patjos

ilo. of 0.U.'s rith ga.ages

o. of 0.U.'s rith carports

o. of 0.U.'s Nlth ramadas

Total lio. of 0.U.'s/ FORTS

lio. of scattered slte 0,U.'s uni ts .nd subdlvlslon unlts

DCIE cos

Der souare loot and ad-
Justed for orotolyDe cost

2

a

0,
ost



c05T t cTo[

b. Large lot subdivision5

4. alive materials

?. Alternctive systEns

3. 5hortened buildlng season

I Excessively high 001
rate deteminations

I

DiTi llst Dt 5cR t PT I0{

0lTA sorrRct

0lP Cost Analyst

OIP
OIP

lystt

Labor Relatlons offlcer

rRt0lr cY tnDIcaron OAIA SOURCT cosI [tAsuRE

Diffe.en.e hetHeen l€noth of
physica) inprovsEents Eer lot
li Indian Housin9 subdivlsionIo. of subdivision 0.U.'s
ano renqrh 1n "ryprcar" HUU-
Insured subdivisioi tlms cost
per unlt of each improveflent.

rione jn sample projects

Iotal Io. of D.U. 'sl F0Rr,rs

Bid Specs

Total Io. F0RtlS
Bid Specs

- Yood butnlho stoves

To he deterfllne.l on a case

FORXS

Difference ln hourly Haqes per
trade betxeen 00t vage rate-
deteminatlon and pr€vall jnq

No. of D.U.'s bullt on sites
rhere snoi talls bv llo
flo. of D.U.'s ln p-roJe
such areas bid after Aug. l

No. of Drojects rhe.e DoL
xaqe detemlnatlons erceed
pravaillnq ,aqes l. the a.ea

u:r-

Labor Relatlons offtcer



DA]A 8A5E OESCRIPTIO{

OATA SOURCE (,OST IIEASURErREQI]INCY IITOICATOR

tabor Relitlons offlce.
0ifference in hourly riages per
trade betxeen DoL detemlnatio!
and orototvoe levels.

Io. of projects rhere 00t raoe
rate detenhinations erc€ed
raqe l€vels antlcipated In
mst recent prototypes

anount al lored in contrrctor's
bld for travpl and sub-lorequirlils overniqht importat

tBi.tl,t'$t:iiIl'X"3P?ir"d
labcr at louroe$ltn uage rat€s. 0lP Corstructlon lnspectors

ArE!.t al loHcd ln conL.actors
bld for lost productiYity,

Total lio, of D.U.'s anarded to
Indian contractors/ 0lP List

l) lto. of 0.u.'s a*arded to
non-ld bidrler and 8ld Tabulatlons

Dlfference betre€n lor Old .nd
lndlan contractors bid.

?) tio. of D.U.'s .eserved for
Indian contractors. oIP Llst foot cost of open-bld and

Indlan Prelerence uhlts ln a

Total ilo, of D.U.'s .warded to
Indl.n contractors/ 0lP ri st

i{o. of days contract €rtended
tines 0.lly Adrtnlstr.tlve

o. of 0.U.'. not colpleled
rl tJ'ln contact tlre Iimlt, FORI6

Cost and oally Interert Costi
pllJs .ny contract amnd!.nts.

Total o. of D.u,'s aYard€d
to Indian contractors / 0lP Li st tlnei oAc and Dl

)etton
Ci

to. of D.u,'s not cepleted !y
o.lgjnal contr.ctor.

lix-40-7 onl Plus anount of contr.ct
afl.nfte.t nEeded to cflpl€te.

COST FACTOR

2. laSe r.te increases prlor

3. lmportatlon of labor

MTA SOURCI

Pror€.t iaa€ rate deterEl.ationl
1n Specs/olP cost An.llst

4. Joumeyian i.s€s paid
lo unstlllcd I abqr

t. Indlan Preference

b, Cmpletion ass'tranc€

8ili;sLtltght"fl ,i6$-ll1r,,

[ffi]{ll5l Eltl' "'"'"'
Construct d V.rl.bles
Archil.ct revlds of chrnge or.

Specl.l c.t. studJ or
rix l0-7.



+

DAIA BASE OEsCRIPTIOII

c05T fAcTon

3. Eiddl.g procesa

F. 0lher Bldding Condi lions

2. Bldding clhatc

3. 50-drJ bld hold

a. lbt€r1.l short gea

5. Eoodlng preoll. rrte

G. Prolect Loc.tlon

l. R@len.sr of r.s.rvatl

2. Slte proOl€ns

.. Dlrficllt t rrrlo

0lTA sonct

Constructed Y.rlrbl.r

rb. of DroJ.cta rlu spe€l.l
Prolc Pl.ns and sp€cs

t(n6

Cosls of spaclrl cor.ctlva Arclrlt ct's r.vls ot
pr.-Dld aall.at .

OAIA SOUECIFRtQllLr{CI lriDl(Al0R c05T ItasuRt

l{-
ndl

o. of days p.ojcct d€l.yed
tiEs 0 C .nd 0IC.

(Ihrc. D.trts. )

To be det.mtneC durlns lntervl llt phase of the evaluation

lot l lo. of projects/
lio. of prolects rlth less thatr F0Rl,lS

Io b€ &terrln€d oo r case by

To be &tennined dlrtng litervr ., Phas€ of the evaluation

Io be detennined during lntervl nr phase of the evaluatlon

lio. of construction bonds
.t hlgher r.!e tl.n nor$rl

oo)lar cost p€.0.U. of

To be detemlned during lntervi r ph.se of the evaluatlon



DATA BASE OTSCRIPTIOII

COST TACTOR

d, Earthquake f.ult

3. Lack of Inp.ov@nts

4. Lack of I.ter rights

5. Speci.l loc.tlon.l

FRTQUEIlCY IIlDICAIOR OAIA SOUNCE cosr [tASuRt

Cost of speclal correctjveflo. of projects rlth sp€clal

[o, of unlls ln ]00 year flood
plain

5oi ls report
flo. of unlts 1n e.rthqu.te

ilo. of prolects includlng th€
.ost of Physlcal lnP.ova€nts

gas llnes

Cost Der D.U. of tndtvidual or[o. of Projects ]acling.ccess

no. of proJects jncludlng one
or mre specj.l disl.ance itas Lrrgc refrigerators

tasher/dry;r rouqh-lns I .nd

ilo. of Drtlects ln rur.l
locatlois lncludlnq unneces-
sa.y slt€ lnprovsrents

Cost pe. 0.U. of:
Excess street ,ldth
Unnecessarv sldd.lks
Unnecersai,cu.bs .nd o
UnnecessarY asphrlt d.l

DATA SOURCE

Architect's revl* of pre-bld

Sane

oIP Cost Anrlyst



DATA sASE OTSCRIPTTO{

COST FACTOR

3. IHS delays

4. 8lA del ays

J. Plannlng

2. Archlte.t pe.lomance

I]TTA SOURCT

To be deterf,incd during intervi phase of the evalu.tion.

F0Rl,is

F0Rrls
F0nxs

F0RllS

F0Rtls

D€veloqnent Cost Budget/

OATA SOURCT

5 ng

COSI IGASUfltfRtQUEnCY tn0tCAToR

D C and l)lc tlmes lio. of days
ea.h tim fr e mlssed:

ects rith IHA fail-
t0Rl,ls

PR to Sita SuMission - 90
Slte Approval to DP - )?0
laa .r..xrt.n t. a.nrr..t

Contract Documents to Sub-
nisslon of Bids - 40

F0RfiS
DAC and DIC tlnes No. of days
.a.h tlm fraNe nissed:

No. of projects rith HUD fall-
lnq to neet Drciect revler

Site Revie and ADoroval - 50
DP Revles to Act eiecutlon - 50
Cont.act Documents Revier and

eln hrvle.nd Authnrlzatl.. t.

To be det€mlned durlng lntervi H phase of the evalautlon

To be detemined during inLe.vi * phase of the evaluation

Xo, of projects requlrlng HUD
paFent for speclal surveys. oevelopflent Cosl Budqet

cost or all flood and arche-
oloqical surveys. Extra cost
over noms for soil3. slte and
enslneerln9 studles



OATA BASI DTSCRIPTIOII

COsT TACTOR

b. Quallty of deslgn

(. Cost Al lo.atlors

l. shtft of costs to HlrD

2. catch-up facll lti€s

It. liidd.n oClE costs

5. Econonles of scale

l. Boid prdim base

3. Archilect's fee base

3. Partl6lly vacant

OATA SOURCT

0lP Archjtects/FoF,G

Pre.bld estlrl.te cpportlon€
by oIP Ar.hltect

Pr.-bld estloate .pportloned
by oIP Arcni Ect,

L. Collateral trfects of
Higher CoDstructlon Costs

ant
and s t Cost

Cost Budget

t:cslocv€l6Fl.n

FiEQUtIICY I OICATOR OATA SOURIE cosr ttAsuRt

o. of projects rhlch had to
0IP Architects

0 C and DIC rimes No. of
until redeslqn coI,l€ted

lio- of projects havlng to be
0lP Architects/foRts

oAC .nd oIC tlms o. of days
unttl rebl.l corylet€d.

To be deternlned durlns lntervl !l phase of the evaluation

To be detemlned during int€rvi y phase of the ev.lultlon

|3; r ?ftIEgJ 0lP Archltect
Proportion of fnclllty servlng
previous prolect(s).

Proportlon of physlc.l
lmprovments servlng vacant lot!

Io be detemlned during intervl v pnase of the evaluatlon

o. of proJects ritn less than
20 uni ts. FOR16

Dlfference ln averaoe oClE.osts oe. souare fobt betreen
snall ind l;rq€ Dro.lects.

Io. of projects rlth oC&E
costs above nomal.

State mdian prototype costs/ Bond rate applied to DClt costs
ot hvooth€ti.al rinil.r Droiet.t stite medlan pmtotypbs._

State median prototype costs
tlmes 1.7slreder.l Reqister 'f,IF3tr,Etl3"tpBlJt{"}",13J".,at

rio. of proJ€cts rllh DCIE costs State nedian prototyp€ costs/ Fee schedule aooll.d to DClt
corts of hrpothatic.l sini l.r



DAIA OA5E OTSCRIPTIOi

cosT flcTot

11, Special Provisions

L Participant t.ainlng

2. Insrlr.nce prEnluns

li. co.lrrct s.ttl4nt

l. ?l &e9.1rs Gu...ntee

0. Cost 5.vings

4, Apprentlceship proqrds

5. Air conCitlooine

0 r SorJRct

002 of ToC
Cost B t

0€veloFnent rund Req0lslt Ion
Development Program

Ito. of pmJccts uslns sxaEp

DcveloF€nt Prosra,l

o.YeloF.o! Co.t 8ud9.t

o.veloF.nt c.6t ludg.t

ln for tlousing

tluo 2128. llne 39

tluo 2328 tI. Lln€ a0

0lfference ln cost belrcen
sra4 coolers .nd rEfrlger.ted

oIP Cort ln lyra

0ATA soltRcf cosT xtasuRtrRtqutNcY tllotCIToR

tllo fee schedule aoolled to TDc

3[ !{r?l'f;:lt3l ;l3l}t,,8!:r..t
rio. of projects Hlth IDC costs

Anount budgeted pe. unit
{6 of oroie.ts rlth fundsh dd.tPh f6r ni.rl.ln.nt
trdlnlnq. 0eveloFnent Progran

oeveloFnent Program Anount b'Jdgeted p€r u.lt
rio. of projects *lth funds
budgeted for 3 year policy

h€ld
of proJectr xh€re IIA rlth-

lio. ol proj.cts lh.rc l.nd ls
Develom€nt Cost Eudget Amunt clloied per lol

lio. of relocallon actlfls
Dev€lopdent Prcgrd koun t of relocatlon palrents

no. of proJects rlth BIA
oeveloFE.t Progrd Value of .pprais.lt .nd surYers

o. ot projects uslng
+pren!icEthip l.bor, 0lP Constructlon Inspectors

e ln rdqe rat€s lcr

io. ot proJccts rl ttrou!
lrndscaping Developnent Progrdn

tu'ount less th.n'nofll'



OAIA BAST DESCRIPTIOII

COST FACIO&

7. no. local revl€r

L lo1r oavis-8acon rager

MTA SOI]RCI MsT IfASUREfttquEncY llrDtCAToR

5av1n9s in "nomal" costs ofno. of proJects not reviexed
by local govemm€nt.

!o. of proJec

L.bor Relatlons Speclal is!
olfference ln x.9€ rat€s by
tr.de tlmes fio. of hours mrked

DATT SIURCT

olP Cost Anrlyst

,



l4l

Itctoi Ix

INDIAT floUSIrG CoST STUoY

ADpendix C

A. PROJECT PROCESSIIiG

2, IHA

t
t

I. PRoJICT rio,

3. PRO,]ECT I.OCATIONS: SCAT. STJBO

B

c

D

t

0, 0F D. u. 's

n0. 0F D. u. ,s

l{0. 0F D.lJ.rs

tio. 0F D.u.'s

tio. 0F D. u. 's

4. PROJTCT TYPE:

ruTUAL HELP _ REI{TAL _
5. PROGRT.I RESERYATIO1 APPROYAL:

lr{ITlAL-- r0 __ 0Y __ YR

co'ntE T5:

5. PNOOUCTIOII I,ETHOD

COIIVEIITIOTiAL TURXrcY

LATEST.- IIO DY YR

7, NIiUAL CONTRIBIIIII)IIS COITRACT EXECUTIONS:

IritTtA!-- tlo __ Dy __ YR __ LATEST-- 110

colifiE Ts:

DY

8. BID OPENINGS:

IilITtAI-- ilo

REBID---- II
nEBID---- x0

co|lG TS:

IIO. OF BI DS

n0. 0t BI Ds

IIO, OF BI DS

DY

DY

DY

YR

YR

YR

9. C()TISTRUCTIOI{ STARTS:

lxITlAt-- rs _ _ DY __ YR _ _
c0ifilTs:

LATEST.- IO DY YR

10. sciEln .ED coouTlcr oATE:

IillllAt--- li__DY__YR
DFA --- IO Dt YR

LlTfst-- to _ _ 0I __ tR __
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1l UNIT COXIOSITION: NO. O! II.DERIY D.U. t. NO. 0r IAHI]-Y D.!. !s

lio. oF E NDICTPPED D.!.15

12. ?RomrYPE cosl rDttr arr,clrl'r oN:

DC&E COSTS--

rcct, la60 s

ACCT. 1465 $

PBOMlA
@muGENcY S ,___ (_-t)

rol^! 9__,___,___
Pf,O1!TYPE @STS-.

SIZE cosr LItlT xo. 6r D,!,'s TOTAL

OBR

1!R

2BR

3BR

4!R

5rR

tOlAI

$__,___ x __ . $

9__,___,___
x ___
x

__,___ )t ___ - 9__, ___, ___
5__, X -$

I

r3.

14.

DCCE CoSIS - __ _ . _ I oF PROJICI PrcmIYlE COST lll{lt

RECIONA! IIXINISTiATORIS I}PROVA, OT PROTOTAPE COST !I IT REQUIRED? YlS _ NO -
1! Y!S, DAr! O! lllROVAt. !{0 _ _ DY - _ lR _ _
COI,II{ENIS ON A\'I IJNUSUA! ASIECTS OF tB! PROJ:ECI l,JllICIt IIAY EAVE !EL^Y!D It OR CRIATED

ANDITIONAI EMEISE:

15, rr rRoJEcr coNsrRUcTroN TAs coMrrETED IITEEi lr.rrrER oR t.{tEi rlutN scHEDtLED

,]8PI^AIN I.IIY t
t
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E. liOJECl DESIGN

I. ?toJECI IRCEITECI:

!IRI,I

TDDRESS

coNlACT TELEPUONE

2. oiRtNc DR PTIGS CollllllrD: llo _ _ Dl

3. $oRXrNC DiAUXGS IIPROVED:

It tu --r{o__Dr__ta__
BY B',T-HO-_DY__YR_-

BY tES-tO__D1r__Yf,__

4. ?toJECT @t{POSrrrON At CoNIMCT AtUX,Dl

la

IEDR@N [0. or D.U.'. Dl
SIZE SUBDIVIEIONS

O. O! D.U.'. ON SQIARE N0. Or
SCAfTERED SIIES POOIACE BAI1IS

0!t

IBR

2rA

3BR

5!n

x)ur

5. IOIA! N0. Or SIEDIVISIoNS: -_
5. OIXER PROJECTS glll Sr){E UNI1 DESIONS:

NO. OF D.U. i.

a

1.

8.

9.

10.

tI.

IOl L NO. Or LO$ Ix PTOJECI SUIDMSIOBS:

xo. ot r,ols PRtvlouslY DEVEToPED: ____
[o. o! mrs tlstivED ms FUTITRE DEvELotuEm:

AvEn^CE N0. OF D.U.r. FEA ICRE: _ _
BO. 0F D,s.'. CIIE r,ors TEICE &Er LACRE___ lACt!___ I ACi!___

12. x0, oF D.U.'.I.EICU rl.RE: DETACEID - _ _ SEI{MTAOIED ___ lol{

l!. rrs tals ProJBct EVER IEDISIGIED AFTER ADD l!?nOV& Or SCtlrArrCS?

I! lls, EllLAIrl 9EEN AND IiAY.

t!5 ll0
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II, SELECTED DESICN FEAIXXXS

PRESE\"7 ml ! cosTs cosT PER D.U

FIREPIAC!/CBIHNEY

T@D-BURNINC StoW

SOIID ADOIE TA]-IS

BOLID ITIASONRI I,IAI,LS

ADOI! ITENEER IJA],IS

MSolt'Rt VENIER l,lA!1S

IASEXENT

CITEEDRAL CEILING

stsalx/slrlNcl,r RooF

lII'{ I DETAI1IIG

IIII EKTIXCUISUEX

!I.RE Di. CAIIMTS

AIR CONAITIONINC

YES 
- 

NO

YES _ O

YES - NO

IES - NO

iEs _ N0

YES _ NO

YES _ NO

YES - NO

YES _ lO

XINI]{AT

L. FT, /D.U.

!. m./D.u.

L. FT. /D,U.

L. FI, /D.U.

SQ. FI. /D.U

s

$

$

$

I

I
s

I

s

s

s

s

s

I
$

s

I
I

s

s

s

s

5

$

s

I

AVERAC! . EXIENSIVE

tEs

YES

YES

_NO

NO SlTiIGEI.ATED

SOT,AT EQI]UMTNT

BOO! INSULAIION

OA!! INSULATION

XTXA EITEIIOR STOR^CE

CIRPORI

cltAcE

COVERED PATIO

IABAECI'!/C@KING !17

uxDscrl rNc

SIM TENCINC

OIIBR:

$

R- __ S

R- __ I

___sQ. FT,/_Bi s

___sQ. FT./_rR

___ sQ. Ft,/ _ !R

ENCTOSED- OIEN _ S

____sq. rT,/D.rJ. $

____ sQ. !?,/D.!. $

$

XINT AL _ ElltENSrl'E _ I

____!. FT./D.rJ. I
$

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

s

s

s

$

s

$

T

I

I
I

s

$
$

s

s

$
I
$

$

a

15. DESCNIBE ANI UXUSUAI, EIIENSIVE OR IIIIIIICIEIII ASPICTS OF UNIT DESICNS NOI ALREAIY

covErED llovE :



145

C. XOXDT'ELIINC FACILITIES

l. t{0NDL,!!!rNc srAcEl

E^CILI'I S0. F@I GE mtA! COSTS COSTS/SO. Er. COSTS/D.U.

IDI{INISTT4TIVE

UAIXIE{IrNCE

coirl{uN 1t'y

[IR.E STATION

$

s

$

s

$

$

$___
$___

$___
$

$___

$____
s____
s -___
$____
$
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]. UTILITY SYSTE{:

AI.I EIICTRIC - ELECTRIC/NTNJIIAL CAS _ ETECTRIC/FIJEL OIL _ EIECTRIC/LPG _
IISI MruXT AND AI{OUNTS OT CEARGES t0 BUD FOR IIIILIIY SYSIE!{.

s

$

$

I J
4. IT?ROVETEMS SERVINC P TVIOUS IROJECTS:

I,IST NATIJRE AND A}IOUIITS OT SIl! II?ROVE{EIIIS SOLELY SIRVIIIG LO1S DE\TELOIED AS TAXT

or E^trtm PRorEcrs.

s

s

s

s

3. IS PROJECT SITED ON DIFFIfl]TT fETXAIN? YlS NO IF YES. DESCRIBE BRIEELYI

6. DOES IROJECT ts.AVE S?ICIAL SOI1S PROBLEXS? YES NO IT YES, DESCRIIE BRIEILY

7. IS PNOJECT SITE tlITB1N A TOO-Y!jX FI'OD PI ? YES

XEASURES TAX.EN IO PRIVEIII FLOOD D]r}lACE:

IF YES, FI?L.AIN

9, IS PIOJACT SITED NEXi AN IARIUQIJAE TAI'LT? YES IIO

HIIISIJRES TA(EN TO PBOTECI A6AINSI ITRIEQUI.E D^XAGE?

BiIEELI:

_ tl YEs, ,ERE lNi SPTCU!

YES NO IP TES, DESCRIIE
f
i

IO. DI' PIOJECT IAVE A 9AIER IICSTS }ROILEI{? YES

ProrEct:

IF Y!S, DESCRIBE EITECT ON



I4'
ll. I{rs PBoJECT DESIGI{ED IOR EXIAEHELY CDu) IEAtBEf, (1... rE}eEi rrrRES rEIrI,l Oo r)?

12. IERE TEER! A{T OTEER I'NUSUA! ENVIROXHEI{TAL FEATUIES OT TIIS PTOJECTIS TOCATIONS

WSICB ATFECTED Its DESICN OR COSTS? YES_ NO_ t! YESI DESCRIIE BRIEFLT:

ils No coHllENrs

13. PIAN N.IFINEBII\"I AXD DETAIIING TIS: XAXI IJI,I A\IERACE I{INI}IUII

D. IROJECT CONSTRUCTIOX

l. coNmtcmR

FltX

t

ADDR!SS

@rII^cT IELEPCONT

2. IIAS PBOJECT IID INDIAN PRIFERSICE?

3. TIAS CONIRACT AgAXDED lD IO9 BIDDER?

IETI'EEN lBE LOI AND ACCEPTED IIDS?

IT NOI IIUAI TTS III DIIFERENCE

I{EY TIAS IU! LOT lID RIJECTED?

rES NO

tls ro

4. NO. OF IIDS RECEIVED: . -
5. COrlIn^Cr {C !!Rti OHNED BY: II{DIINS NoNlllNORItY TlirEs oTU!R MINoRITIES

A JOIM VEITI'RI IXCLUDING INDIAI{ ?TITICIPATION

6. I{IRE ITEUS DELETED PBOX II! TI'!t ING !ID? IES TO _ II YES, TIST DEIEIIONS AXD

a

7. @ITRACT I'AS CUAXAMEED !Y: IOIID LEITER O! CBTDIT

!P II IONDI rl! PiEXIIJX flAS:
^IDINT 

S

8. @NIAACT /NOUNI T S: $_,___,___ IDJUSTED: g

9. I)IAL m. Or r{)NEtARl cErxCE ORDEBS: _

lol[ ArlouNr 0E 6rarcEs: +$ , _ _ - ol -$

t0. oPrtdJt rDu,DlrG 6E sox(s) Ar rloJlct loc TroN(s):

tfE ___/ ___ / ___?ER 5000

DYI..ocrflol{(s)

rocatroN(s)

ID

trc

__Dt
DI 1!ITDY
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HUD LIBRAFY

1 29927
r48

E. LABON STINDA&DS

IJENT DOT FACE MTE DETEIMIMI1ON5 IIGIIIi IIAN Et?ECTED? IES - IO -
DID IgE DI DETENXINAIIOIiS NECESSITII! I IIT'ISED DEVAL'PIIEIiII COS1 !I'DCET?

YES_ NO_ Alt AIEIIDED ACC? r$- NO_ Ir EIITER IS rES, 
^tiotr[r 

Or

REBITDGEIING OR oF TXENDHEIII FIJXDS rIZDED To COvEf, BlGEri L BoR C03ts: S -__
gET,E Do! IJAG! MTES rcgET IAAN ETPICTE]D? iIS _ IIO _
DAIE(S) DOI DETERI{IMIIONS RICEI9ED: T'O__DY__YR_-, !O -_ DI 

-- 
iR

tI!R! A!?RENTICES EIRID lOI TIIS PROJEC1 A1 ATPRINIICE gAGES? IES - IIO -
IF iES. EARE SOIIE EInlD IU'OI'GE TEE I,ESETVAIIOf,S OgX APPRO9ED d?RENTICESEIP

}ROCNAM? YES _ NO _
I,TER! I{ORIGRS $lIE LESS TSAN JOIJRNEYIIAN SRIIIS EII,ED FOi TEIS PBOJEC? AT

JOIJRNEIIIAN I{ACES? IES- NO- PROIrIIY -
IS IiOJECT LOCATION SO REXOTT TIAT SOI{E I,AIOB EAD TO !E PAID IT]IVE! AND

slJBslslAICE COSIS? rES NO PmBltLY mmGmli:

5

I
)-

t

6

8. T!8.E TSAT ANY OIIIR LABOR RELA1ED DEIf,YS OB E8IENSES ETPERIXNCED EI TTTIS PBOJECT?

txs _ N0 _ rr rEs, EEIAIN IBIEEY:

F. OIUER @T'XINTS

DISC&IIE INY OTfiEA UNUSgAI AS?ICIS OP tEE ?BOJBCI gf,Icts &T NOt ALAFADI COIEBID

AIOVE AND IIEICB XAf BAVE CAUSED EIfgER EKTRA EIENSE OR A EICE DC 6 r CoSIS-

IIFPROIOI?PE XAIIO :

s-.-6Frrt10-59l-aa5lat


